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A lot of our seniors average 15 pre-

scriptions a year. The third case I have
gone through this morning with sen-
iors spending $294 in just a few weeks
on her prescription medicines in Forest
Grove is pretty representative of what
we are hearing.

I hope that as a result of my coming
to the floor over these last days before
we wrap up for the year that we can see
Democrats and Republicans in the Sen-
ate coming together to try to deal with
this question.

I want to bring up one last case. It is
a particularly poignant one. It is from
an older person who is now taking 15
prescription drugs. She is on a fixed in-
come with nothing but her Social Secu-
rity. She is spending $600 a month—$600
a month—on her prescription medicine.
None of it is covered by her health in-
surance. She writes to tell me that she
is spending almost her entire monthly
income on prescription drugs.

Think of that. A senior citizen,
again, at home in Oregon spending al-
most her entire monthly income on
prescription drugs. We asked: What
happens when you can’t afford the pre-
scription drugs you need? She said bor-
row. That is what she tries to do. A
senior citizen with only Social Secu-
rity spending virtually all of her
monthly income on prescription drugs
is now having to borrow from friends
and family.

I have a list of these prescriptions.
Again, the list goes on and on.

This is an example of the kind of bills
that senior citizens are now sending in
as a result of our efforts to try to get
bipartisan action on this issue.

I hope as a result of my remarks
other seniors will, as this poster says,
send in copies of their prescription
drug bills. I hope they will be inter-
ested in the bipartisan Snowe-Wyden
prescription drug bill. But, frankly, I
would like to make sure they are in
contact with all of us in the Senate be-
cause this is not an issue that should
be allowed to be put off until after the
2000 election.

We are given an election certificate.
Mr. President, I know you feel very
strongly about important issues such
as campaign finance reform where it is
important to come together. We are
giving election certificates to deal with
these issues. I have not been given an
election certificate to put this off until
after another election. We are all sent
here to deal with these important
issues such as campaign finance reform
and prescription drugs because these
are important to the American people.

I am very proud to have been able to
work with Senator OLYMPIA SNOWE on
this issue.

I think when you are dealing with
important questions such as prescrip-
tion drugs and campaign finance re-
form it has to be bipartisan. My plan is
to keep coming to the floor of the Sen-
ate day, after day, after day, bringing
up these examples of what I am hearing
from the Nation’s senior citizens and
hope that we can come together. Sen-

ator SNOWE and I got 54 votes on the
floor of the Senate for the funding ap-
proach we are taking. More than $10
billion goes from the Medicare program
each year to cover tobacco-related ill-
nesses. We know we have to act. We
have to act responsibly to address
these concerns of seniors.

There is a marketplace-oriented ap-
proach to this problem. We don’t need
a lot of price controls. We don’t need a
‘‘one-size-fits-all’’ run from a Wash-
ington, DC, program. The Snowe-
Wyden bill will give seniors the same
kind of bargaining power that a health
maintenance organization has to nego-
tiate prices, not through a government
regime but through the power of mar-
ketplace forces.

I am going to keep coming back to
the floor of the Senate until we get ac-
tion on this issue. I will keep reading
from these letters. I hope seniors will
continue, as this poster says, to send in
copies of their prescription drug bills. I
know that seniors at home have made
it clear they are going to keep sending
them to me, and I am very hopeful that
we can get action on this issue in this
session.

I yield the floor.
Mr. President, I suggest the absence

of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative bill clerk proceeded

to call the roll.
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business for 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. BAUCUS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1837
are located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THOMAS. What is the order of
business, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
order of business is, under the previous
order, the time until 2 p.m. shall be
under the control of the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming, Mr. THOMAS,
or his designee. The Senator is recog-
nized.
f

BUSINESS OF THE SENATE

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I will
take a few minutes and talk about
some of the things we are doing. Obvi-

ously, we are heading toward the end of
this session. There is speculation as to
when we will conclude our work. Of
course, before that is done, clearly the
most important thing before us is the
appropriations process, funding the
Government, and we will do that.

I had the opportunity this weekend
to spend some time in my home State.
I can always pick up things about
which people feel strongly. They want
to see the budget signed. There are dif-
ferences of view as to what that budget
should contain—legitimately, of
course.

Most of the people in my State—and
I certainly believe they are well in-
formed because I agree with them—
think we ought to hold down the size of
the budget because that is how we real-
ly put some limits on Government.
That does not mean we do not fund the
things that are essential. Certainly we
will not always have unanimity on
what people perceive as being essen-
tial, and that is what it is all about.

People do want the budget signed.
They do not want the Government to
shut down, nor does anyone here, and I
hope not the President. He has indi-
cated he does not. We have about five
bills to complete and get signed. I am
optimistic about it. We will conclude
our work without a shutdown. We will
conclude our work without spending
Social Security dollars, which was the
commitment we made.

Out of the surplus this year—a sur-
plus, frankly, for the second time in 25
years—we will only spend that money
when it comes in the operational budg-
et and not the budget of Social Secu-
rity. More important, not only will we
not spend Social Security money, but
we also have a plan to strengthen So-
cial Security for the future. To save
Social Security is not enough. We must
do that, of course.

The other thing I have heard—and I
already mentioned it—is hold down the
size of Government; we do not want the
Federal Government to continue to
grow and to be the dominating factor
in people’s lives. Indeed, there are es-
sential elements of the Federal Gov-
ernment, but the strength lies in the
communities, States, and counties of
this country. The more decisionmaking
that takes place there, it seems to me
the stronger we will be and the closer
we will be to the governed making the
decisions, and the better off we will be.

We will do well. We will have to
make some adjustments. One of them
may well be an across-the-board cut of
1 percent. I happen to favor that idea.
We are talking about a discretionary
budget of about $595 billion. That is out
of a total of about $1.7 trillion, the rest
being mandatory. We are talking about
actually below 1 percent, a .97-percent
across-the-board cut, which is about
$3.5 billion. That will bring us down to
$592 billion. I cannot imagine that
agencies with a budget of $15 billion or
$260 billion are unable to find 1 percent
that can be reduced. Generally,
through things that are not terribly

VerDate 29-OCT-99 00:15 Nov 02, 1999 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G01NO6.006 pfrm01 PsN: S01PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES13588 November 1, 1999
important or some even considered to
be wasteful spending, they can find 1
percent. In any event, I am very con-
fident that can be done.

Some say it will require the military
to lay off. The fact is, after 1 percent,
it would still be a substantial increase
over last year and over the President’s
request for the military budget. We are
closing in on getting that job done.
Certainly it is the compelling task be-
fore us.

It reminds me of one of the things I
believe we ought to consider, and that
is a biennial budget, so we can do this
business of budgeting and allocating
resources every other year, which has
the advantage of giving agencies and
the Federal Government a better op-
portunity of knowing what they will be
doing for a longer period of time. But
more important, it provides an oppor-
tunity for 1 year to do budgeting and
appropriations and 1 year for oversight
which, in my view, is equally impor-
tant. It is important for the Congress
to have oversight of the expenditures
and to ensure these expenditures are
implementing policies that have been
passed by the Congress.

Most States do biennial budgeting
and find it very useful, very satisfac-
tory, and successful. I suspect there
will be resistance, of course, from those
involved in the appropriations process
because it will eliminate 1 year in
which they have perhaps extraordinary
authority in the direction we will take.
Nevertheless, I hope this idea is fa-
vored by the chairman of the Budget
Committee and by the leader of the
Senate majority. That is something we
ought to consider.

As we talk to people at home, we
ought to talk a little bit about the ac-
complishments of this Congress. I be-
lieve it has been extraordinary. It is a
little difficult to keep up with it
through the media’s description of
what we do; they don’t like to talk
about anything unless it is sensational;
and also opportunities to communicate
are very difficult. One of them is the
budget.

We have a surplus—the first time in
42 years. Two years in a row, we have
had a surplus. Part of that, obviously,
is we have more revenue coming in and
a strong economy. But equally as im-
portant—perhaps more important—is
the balanced budget amendments that
were passed 3 years ago that have kept
down spending. At the end of the seven-
ties and through the eighties, into the
nineties, growth each year was in the
neighborhood of 10 to 12 percent. In
this year, it is just over 2 percent. Is it
where we want to be? No. For many of
us, it is not. Nevertheless, it is
progress. We even have had, of course,
a non-Social Security surplus.

Instead of spending at 10 percent,
which we did in the early eighties, we
are spending at 2.8-percent growth.
That is pretty good.

Spending as a percent of gross na-
tional product has fallen during the
nineties. Unfortunately, largely be-

cause of the President’s tax bill in 1995,
the percentage of taxes with respect to
the gross national product has in-
creased, the highest since World War
II. Of course, we tried to do something
about that. We passed a bill that would
have been a reduction in taxes, but, un-
fortunately, the President vetoed it.

I mentioned Social Security and that
we have to do more than simply talk
about it. We can do that. Two years
ago, President Clinton urged us to save
Social Security first. Unfortunately, he
has done very little since then, but
there have been a number of things
done here. Republicans have worked
hard in seeking passage of a Social Se-
curity lockbox. Unfortunately, it has
been filibustered on the other side of
the aisle.

One of the most fundamental changes
I hope will be considered next year and
passed is the notion of having private
accounts where people who are closer
to the retirement benefit age will con-
tinue as they are. But people 25, 35, and
40 years old will have the opportunity
to take the dollars they have contrib-
uted to Social Security and put them
in a personal account, directly invested
in equities, directed by the owner
through an investment program, that
will have several benefits. One, it
would belong to the taxpayer. If, unfor-
tunately, you were not able to utilize
it before you passed away, it would be
part of your estate. The second is, the
return on the investment would be
more substantially invested in equities
than it would be invested as it is now
in Government securities. That is the
real direction we need to take.

Tax relief, of course, will be back
again. It continues to be an issue.
When you have taxpayers who are pay-
ing more into the Federal Government
than is necessary to sustain the essen-
tial elements of the Government, then
the money ought to be returned. It has
been said—and it is probably true—
that if dollars remain in Washington,
they have a way of getting spent. So
we ought to give some relief to tax-
payers.

I was out last summer, in August,
talking about the tax relief bill, and
people sort of rolled their eyes about it
because they had heard that before.
But when you talked about the ele-
ments of it, they became very inter-
ested and supportive of it.

Estate taxes: For example, we have a
lot of agriculture in Wyoming. Many
agriculturists have almost all of their
life’s earnings in property, not in year-
ly income but in the estate they build
up in that farm or ranch. Currently,
they could lose nearly half of that
through estate taxes. We would like to
do away with those over a period of
time.

Capital gains: More and more people
are investing money in the market and
seeking to take care of themselves for
their old age security or to supplement
their Social Security. We need to en-
courage that. One way to do that is to
reduce the tax on capital gains.

The marriage penalty: Almost every-
one would agree to the fact that a mar-
riage penalty is very unfair, where two
young people who are single at a cer-
tain wage level pay a certain amount
of tax, but if they get married, they
pay a higher amount of tax. That is not
fair. We sought to change that. Unfor-
tunately, as I said, that was vetoed.
Nevertheless, I consider it to be an ac-
complishment for the Republican Sen-
ate because it sets the groundwork to
move forward in another year.

Education: This budget we are talk-
ing about contains more for education
than the President requested. He is ar-
guing about that. The big argument is
not the amount of money. The argu-
ment is because the President wants to
dictate, to stipulate where the money
goes—in this case for 100,000 teachers.
We think it makes much more sense to
be more flexible. If you have the
money, send it to the States, send it to
the school districts, and let those folks
decide where it is most efficient to in-
vest the money.

I have a strong belief that the needs
in Greybull, WY, are quite different
than they are in Pittsburgh. We ought
to be able to adjust for that. I believe
what we have done, in the case of edu-
cation with Ed-Flex, is given local peo-
ple more flexibility. So there is addi-
tional money in this budget for edu-
cation. We had money in our tax bill to
encourage education, as well. I am
pretty pleased about that.

National security: We have added $17
billion for the defense of this country.
Probably, if you had to select the item
and the issue that the National Gov-
ernment is most responsible for—the
Federal Government—it is defense. No
one else, of course, can participate as
fully in the defense of our country as
the Federal Government.

Unfortunately, we have had more
troop deployments over the last couple
years than we have had in 50 years. But
the administration has requested funds
that would cause military readiness to
go down. We have been in Haiti, in Bos-
nia, in Kosovo, and a number of other
places, which has been very expensive.
We have found ourselves in the situa-
tion, with voluntary Armed Forces,
where it is difficult to recruit people to
come into the military. Probably the
more difficult thing is to retain those
people in the military who have been
trained to be pilots or mechanics, or
whatever, who can find, of course,
much better jobs somewhere else.

Health care: Clearly, health care is a
vital interest to all of us. Again, folks
in Wyoming are interested in that, in
particular, because the changes that
have been made over the last couple of
years have affected rural areas prob-
ably to more of an extreme than
nonrural areas. We are moving, of
course, into an era where very small
hospitals find it most difficult. We
have some towns in our State with hos-
pitals that have an average occupancy
of one or two acute-care beds. That is
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very difficult. And there are shifts tak-
ing place. We have changed the defini-
tion of ‘‘hospital’’ so that HCFA, the
funding agency, can fund hospitals that
have less than full services, even emer-
gency rooms, to move those patients
off to somewhere else.

We passed the Patients’ Bill of
Rights. I hope one of the things that
will happen before we leave is some
change in the balanced budget amend-
ment on Medicare. That will probably
be an additional $15 billion over 10
years, to take away what we think
were the overcuts that have been made
by the agency that pays it out. So we
will be moving forward on that.

Financial modernization: I think for
the first time since the 1930s the whole
financial picture has changed some-
what. That bill is prepared to come to
the floor. We closed the deal last week.
We have been trying for 10 years—and
finally got that done—to change the
regulations that were put in place dur-
ing the Depression times to fit what is
necessary now.

So we have accomplished a great deal
in the budget: Social Security, edu-
cation, defense, tax relief, health care,
and now a banking bill—all things that
are good for America—but yet without
letting the Federal Government grow
out of control.

It is legitimate to have different
views, and we ought to have an ex-
change of views. There are different
views everywhere. One of the basic dif-
ferences here has to do, frankly, with
the size and involvement of the Federal
Government; it has to do with spend-
ing. The liberals, of course, want to
have more taxes, more spending, put
the Federal Government into more
things, override the States because
they think that is a better way to do
it. It is a legitimate point of view. I do
not agree with it.

We ought to try to limit those things
that can best and must be done by the
Federal Government. Do we raise
money to do it? Of course. But after
that we ought to let that be done clos-
er to the people.

Those are the real issues. Sometimes
they do not show up. We get to talking
about details, but the basic philosophy
is there and it is legitimate and we
need to work at it.

I hope we can move forward. I think
we have completed a good amount of
work this year. We have some more to
do. We have probably less than 2 weeks
to do it. So I hope we move forward.

I now yield whatever time he might
consume to the Senator from Okla-
homa.

Mr. INHOFE. I thank the Senator
from Wyoming.
f

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that Paul Barger, a
fellow in my office, be granted floor
privileges for the remainder of today’s
session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The distinguished Senator from
Oklahoma is recognized.
f

NATIONAL DEFENSE

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate very much the Senator from Wyo-
ming taking the time to show some of
the differences and some of the accom-
plishments of this session of the Sen-
ate. While I was watching him do that,
it occurred to me that something else
constantly needs to be brought up be-
fore the American people because a lot
of times people look at Democrats and
Republicans and do not realize that we
do stand for different things.

In the case of the Republican Party,
I have had the honor, since I have been
in the Senate, of serving on the Senate
Armed Services Committee. I origi-
nally discovered when I was in the
House of Representatives—and it was a
shocker—why there is such a difference
in the approach to national security
between the Democrats and Repub-
licans.

To put it very bluntly, the Repub-
licans have always believed that the
primary responsibility of Government
was to give America a more secure
country and to promote our national
security. Yet time and time again, it is
quite obvious that there is a difference
between Democrats and Republicans.

To document this or to quantify it,
there is a group called the Center for
Security Policy. I think this is kind of
interesting because people need to
know what we are doing here. All too
often people will read the mail of their
Senators and assume that is every-
thing that is going on here, when, in
fact, there are some things that may
not be accurately expressed in that
mail. For example, if a constituent is
concerned with how his particular
Member is voting on tax issues, the Na-
tional Tax Limitation Committee and
National Taxpayers Union rank us so
they can tell who is for more taxes and
who is for less taxes. If a constituent is
concerned about what is happening in
terms of family values, they have a
number of organizations that will tell
how Members voted on issues such as
abortion. If they are concerned about
how much regulation is disturbing peo-
ple who are trying to run small busi-
nesses, the NFIB, National Federation
of Independent Business, actually does
a rating.

As far as national security is con-
cerned, the Center for Security Policy
is an organization that takes all these
votes we cast having to do with a
strong national defense, having to do
with test ban treaties, a national mis-
sile defense system, defense spending,
and they rank us to see who the good
guys and the bad guys are in their eyes;
that is, who is promoting a stronger
national defense and is more concerned
about national security or who legiti-
mately believes there is a threat.

The average Democrat is ranked, in
accordance with the Center for Secu-
rity Policy, at 12 percent; the average

Republican is 94 percent. That tells us
something. It tells us there is a basic
difference in the policy of the Demo-
crat versus the Republican Party.

This is significant because we just
completed debate on the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty and we heard a
lot of dialog on both sides. To the last
one on the Republican side who voted
in opposition to this treaty, it was a
recognition that there is a real threat
out there. By unilaterally disarming,
which is essentially what we would
have done under the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty, we would have al-
lowed those nations to go ahead and
test their nuclear arsenal, even though
there is no way of verifying whether or
not they were testing, of course.

Good old America, we do what we say
we are going to do. If we say we will
not do it, then we don’t do it. I remem-
ber several times Secretaries of De-
fense would actually testify: We know
we are not going to do it, but there is
no way of knowing whether the other
side is doing it. I had no doubt in my
mind that both China and Russia would
continue to test their nuclear weapons,
even if they had ultimately ratified. By
the way, they kept using the argument
that we are going to have to ratify this
because if we don’t do it, Russia won’t
do it. I remember that same argument
in the START II treaty. Russia still
hasn’t done it. We need to look at these
things. Unfortunately, it does become a
partisan issue.

In talking about our national de-
fense, I come from the background of
chairing the Readiness Subcommittee
of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee. There is a huge issue taking
place right now. I will make a couple of
references to it because I have intro-
duced a Senate concurrent resolution,
with several Members who are cospon-
soring it, which calls upon the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Defense to
reopen the Vieques training bombing
range off the island of Puerto Rico.

This is what the range looks like.
This is the island of Puerto Rico. It is
about 22 miles from here to there. This
part represents a live bombing range.
It only constitutes 2.7 percent of the
entire island.

This bombing range has been hot
range active for 58 years. During the
time period it has been active, there
has only been one death on the ground
as a result of the use of the range. That
was last April 19. As a result, everyone
in Puerto Rico who is running for of-
fice, whether it is for delegate or for
the Governor of Puerto Rico, is using
as his or her platform: We are going to
do the most we can to shut down this
range.

This is the range over here. It has
been used for 58 years. There is live
ordnance all over the range. There are
protesters there right now, illegally
trespassing, who are picking up and
throwing around these live pieces of
ordnance.

I have written twice to Janet Reno
and told her she should go down there
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